Serial No. 09/865,773 -21- Docket No. 4233-4002 

REMARKS 

L Status of the Claims: 

Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-15, 18-21, 26-50, 52-57, 59-64, 66, 67, 69, 71-73, 75-85, 87, 
92-94, 96, 97 and 99 are pending. The Applicants would like to thank both the Examiner and his 
Supervisor Mr. Alam Hosain for the interview of February 21, 2007. As reflected herein, the 
number of claims have been significantly reduced in an effort to facilitate prosecution in this 
application. 

By this Amendment, claims 1, 4, 12, 13, 14, 26-28, 30, 31, 40, 44, 49, 50, 54-57, 
59, 60, 63, 64, 72, 77, 93, 94, 96 and 97 have been amended, claims 2, 3, 62, 71, 80-85, 87 and 
92 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer, and new claims 100-103 have been 
newly added. No new matter is believed to have been added by this Amendment. Upon entry of 
this Amendment, claims 1, 4, 6-10, 12-15, 18-21, 26-50, 52-57, 59-63, 64, 66, 67, 69, 72-73, 75- 
79, 93-94, 96, 97 and 99-103 would be pending. 

II. Written Statement of Interview of 2/21/07: 

Responsive to the Interview Summary (Paper No. 02212007), the following 
written statement pursuant to MPEP §713.04 is submitted concerning the substance of the 
personal interview between Examiner Srirama Channavajjala and Supervisory Examiner Alam 
Hosain and the undersigned on February 21, 2007. 

In the conference, the Examiners and the undersigned had a discussion concerning 
claims 1, 7, 9 and 12 and Figs. 1-4 of a prior art reference (US 6,567,800 to Barrera et al), but no 
agreement was reached. The Applicants, however, greatly appreciated the opportunity for the in- 
person interview to facilitate prosecution of this application. 
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III. Obviousness-type Double Patenting Rejection: 

Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-15, 18-21, 26-50, 52-57, 59-64, 66, 67, 69, 71-73, 75-85, 87, 
92-94, 96, 97 and 99 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being allegedly unpatentable over the claims of co-pending 
application nos. 09/938,866 (filed on 8/24/01), 10/1 16,932 (filed on 4/5/02), 10/1 17,514 (filed on 
4/5/02) which issued as U.S. Patent No. 7,120,641 on October 10, 2006, 10/387,002 (filed on 
3/12/03), and 10/387,005 (filed on 3/12/03). 

As these obviousness-type double patenting rejections are provisional, the 
Applicants will address them at an appropriate time when at least one or more claims of the 
current application are deemed to contain allowable subject matter. 

However, as discussed in general during the interview, the Applicants would 
appreciate re-evaluation of this outstanding rejection in view of the fact that the current 
application is the earliest filed of these U.S. applications. See MPEP § 804. The Applicants 
would also appreciate re-evaluation of the outstanding rejection and an explanation or analyses 
of the differences between each and every claim relied upon in the cited applications and each 
and every rejected claim and how these differences are obvious. See MPEP § 804 ("Since the 
analysis employed in an obviousness-type double patenting determination parallels the 
guidelines for a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection, the factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John 
Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103 are employed when making an obvious-type 
double patenting analysis."). Such an analysis would assist the Applicants in better responding 
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to this rejection and the applicability, if any, of In re Karlson, 136 U.S.P.Q. 184 (CCPA 1963) to 
this case. The Examiner's assistance in this regard would be greatly appreciated. 

IV. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103: 

Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-15, 18-21, 26, 39, 59-64, 66-67, 69, 71-73, 78-79, 93-94, 96- 
97 and 99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) in view of Barrera (U.S. Patent No. 6,567,800). 
Claims 40-50, 52-57 and 75-77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Barrera in 
further view of Sidana (U.S. Patent No. 6,081,829). Claims 80-85, 87, 92 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) in view of Himmelstein (U.S. Publ. No. 2001/0011270). 

In an effort to facilitate prosecution, claims 80-85, 87 and 92 have been canceled 
without prejudice or disclaimer, thereby rendering these rejection moot. 

Claims 1, 59, 60 and 93, as amended, are directed to arrangements involving 
acquiring web page data browsed by a browser client when said browser client newly browses 
the web page data; extracting a keyword from a content of the acquired web page data; assigning 
a plurality of indices that include a first index unique to the acquired web page data and a second 
index comprising the extracted keyword to the acquired web page data; and saving the acquired 
web page data in correspondence with the assigned indices in a predefined database. The saved 
web page data being sufficient to regenerate at least a portion of a previously browsed web page 
without accessing to the original source. 

Barrera as relied upon in the Office Action does not appear to disclose or suggest 
any extracting of a keyword from the content of the acquired web page data (browsed by a 
browser client when said browser client newly browses the web page data) and assigning of an 
index comprising the extracted keyword, as in claims 1, 59, 60 and 93. Barrera also does not 
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appear to disclose or suggest among other things saving of web page data (browsed by a browser 
client when said browser client newly browses the web page data) in correspondence with the 
assigned indices (i.e., the first and second indexes as claimed) in a predefined database in which 
the saved web page data is sufficient to regenerate at least a portion of a previously browsed web 
page without accessing to the original source, as in claims 1, 59, 60 and 93. Accordingly, claims 
1, 59, 60 and 93 and their dependent claims are believed to be distinguishable over the cited 
references. 

Furthermore, Barrera is also believed to be silent as to various subject matter in 
the dependent claims. For example, dependent claim 9 further recites creating a new folder for 
newly browsed data; assigning a predetermined name to the newly browsed data without 
intervention by a user; and saving the newly browsed data in the new folder with the assigned 
file name. That is, these operations are performed for newly browsed data and the assigned 
name is assigned without intervention by a user. Barrera as relied upon in the Office Action does 
not disclose or suggest the above-noted combination, particularly in the context f the amended 
independent claims. As such dependent claim 9 and other claims including such feature are 
believed to be further distinguishable over the cited references. 

For example, claim 12 further recites generating a unique file name, to be 
assigned as the first index, for the newly browsed data without intervention by a user. Barrera as 
relied upon in the Office Action is silent as to any generation of a "unique" file name for the first 
index for the newly browsed data, or such occurring without intervention by a user, particularly 
in the context f the amended independent claims. As such dependent claim 12 and other claims 
including such feature are believed to be further distinguishable over the cited references. 
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Further, new claims 100-103 further involve generating the first index which is 
other than data extracted from the web page data . This aspect also appears to be distinguishable 
over the cited references, particularly when viewed in the context of the claims as a whole. 
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing amendments and remarks, the Applicants respectfully 



request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims and allowance of this 
application. 

AUTHORIZATION 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may 
be required for consideration of this Amendment to Deposit Account No. 13-4500 , Order No. 



4233-4002 . A DUPLICATE OF THIS DOCUMENT IS ATTACHED. 



In the event that an extension of time is required, or which may be required in 



addition to that requested in a petition for an extension of time, the Commissioner is requested to 
grant a petition for that extension of time which is required to make this response timely and is 
hereby authorized to charge any fee for such an extension of time or credit any overpayment for 
an extension of time to Deposit Account No. 13-4500, Order No. 4233-4002 . A DUPLICATE 
OF THIS DOCUMENT IS ATTACHED. 



Correspondence Address : 
MORGAN & FINNEGAN, L.L.P. 
3 World Financial Center 
New York, NY 10281-2101 
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Respectfully submitted, 
MORGAN & FINNEGAN, L.L.P. 




Registration No. 42,680 
(202) 857-7887 Telephone 
(202) 857-7929 Facsimile 



